I have one major and a couple of relatively minor reservations with regard to this article. My major objection concerns (a) the absence of hard data on the values of UTDs for the individual subjects who were tested for personality style and (b) a certain discrepency between the statements that are made in the present article about UTDs and those in the original articles where the experiments on determination of UTDs were first described.
I have one major and a couple of relatively minor reservations with regard to this article. My major objection concerns (a) the absence of hard data on the values of UTDs for the individual subjects who were tested for personality style and (b) a certain discrepency between the statements that are made in the present article about UTDs and those in the original articles where the experiments on determination of UTDs were first described.
Specifically, we are told in the present article that the UTDs for the six subjects involved ''had been previously determined (Libet, Alberts, Wright, et al., 1964; Libet, 1966 Libet, , 1973 .'' We are also told that UTD was ''independent of the pulse repetition frequency (although 30 to 60 pulses per second were usually employed) and of electrode area, polarity of pulses, as well as other factors'' and that ''UTD values determined at different times in the same subject exhibited relatively little variation, but the UTDs could vary among different individuals from as little as 200 msec to more than 800 msec.''
The original article reporting the determination of UTDs presents a more complex and less clear-cut story. Below I quote at some length from Libet et al. (1964) , to illustrate the discrepancy between the smoothed version of events presented in the present article and the state of affairs originally described. Libet et al. (1964) say, Utilization train durations. These minimum TDs for a threshold response, when using liminal or near-liminal I strengths, mostly fell into the range of about 0.5-1.0 sec (except from 8 pulses/sec trains). Not enough measurements are available to draw very firm conclusions about the influence of various factors on utilization TD, but some observations appear to be significant. The utilization TDs measured with different types of electrodes overlap widely and all are apparently not distinctly affected by electrode differences. Utilization TDs were also similar at the different pulse frequencies tested, 15 pulses/sec to 240 pulses/sec, though there tended to be more instances of lower TD values at the higher pulse frequencies. The mean values were: 0.9 sec (SD Ϯ 0.3) at 15-20 pulses/sec, in 5 subjects; 0.8 sec (SD Ϯ 0.4) at 30 pulses/ sec in 18 subjects; 0.6 sec (SD Ϯ 0.3) at 60 pulses/sec in 8 subjects. In one case at 120 pulses/ sec, the utilization TD was about 0.5 sec. In another it was about 0.2 sec at 120 and 240 pulses per sec; but this unusually low value was obtained also at 60 and 30 pulses per sec in this subject. With 8 pulses per sec stimuli, estimations of utilization TD were often subject to the Commentary on Shevrin, Ghannam, & Libet (2002) . A neural correlate of consciousness related to repression. Consciousness and Cognition, 11, 334-341.
1 To whom correspondence and reprint requests should be addressed. 342 1053-8100/02 $35.00 additional variable of the facilitory effect of successive stimuli, when delivered at the usual 30 sec intervals. Thus no values for utilization TD can be given which would be acceptable under the criteria being used. It is, however, noteworthy that several of the values found were greater than 2 sec. Testing of 8 pulses/sec stimuli with TDs of up to 15 sec in three subjects indicated that at this pulse frequency the liminal I level is in fact not achieved unless TDs longer than 5 sec are employed. The minimum TD required with liminal I stimulus at 8 pulses/ sec appears to be on the order of 10 sec.
In the paragraph-but-one before this, we are told, with admirable candor, that practical difficulties in conducting the experiment arise, and these probably account for at least some of the variability and for the questionable nature of some of the points in all the curves that were obtained. To avoid the facilitory effect, pauses of about 4 min duration are required between successive test series when the stimuli are in the range of the shorter TDs; this makes the experiment a long and tiring one for the subject. In addition, the subject finds it more difficult, and apparently more fatiguing, to concentrate on and report the very fleeting and weak sensations which are produced by the shorter TDs at threshold levels.
It thus appears that UTDs are in fact probably not independent of pulse repetition frequency. They tend to increase as the pulse repetition frequency decreases. Further quotes from Libet et al. (1964) show that UTDs are likely not to be independent of electrode type or polarity of stimulation either. For example:
As seen from Table 4 , the total liminal I with the 10-mm plate electrode was generally several times as large as that with the 1-mm pore electrode (range of ratios 1.5-8.7). This was also true for the cotton pad (subjs 23 and 24 in Table 4) . Table 2 summarizes the liminal current values (i.e., threshold I with 5-sec TD) for cathodal (C) versus anodal (A) polarities of the unipolar surface stimuli, at the different pulse frequencies. This shows that the threshold I is consistently lower for C than for A, with C/A ratios between 0.6 and 0.9. This was true with all pulse frequencies used on the somatosensory cortex. . . . Thus, going by the information presented in the original article to which we are referred, it seems justified to question the statement in the present article that UTD was ''independent of the pulse repetition frequency (although 30 to 60 pulses per second were usually employed) and of electrode area, polarity of pulses, as well as other factors.'' Further, there is no information given in the original articles about determination of UTDs for the same subject on different days. It thus seems reasonable also to question the basis of the statement in the present article that ''UTD values are determined at different times in the same subject exhibited relatively little variation. . . . '' In light of all this, I think it is fair to ask for a much more precise statement of the UTD data that were actually used in the statistical comparison of UTDs and personality style reported in the present article, and the condition under which these UTD values were obtained.
Apart from this, a minor question about and objection to the present article are the following:
1. It is stated in the present article that at the time of testing, the subjects were 7 to 8 years beyond the operation during which UTDs had been determined. The subjects are reported to have undergone neurosurgical treatment for dyskinesias, mainly parkinsonism, in the early 1960s (Libet et al., 1964; Libet, 1966) . This would mean that the psychological testing reported in the present article was done not later than the early 1970s. Just out of interest, why did the authors wait 30 years before reporting their results?
2. While it is fair enough to correlate UTD length with personality style, the question of whether UTDs have anything to do with time to consciousness is exactly what the articles in the rest of this volume are disputing. In light of this it seems inappropriate to assume in the present article that they do.
